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should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) The nature of the
petitioner’s right under the Act to be
made party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner’s
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final

determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration, any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, Attention:
Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, or
may be delivered to the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, by the above date. A
copy of the petition should also be sent
to the Office of the General Counsel,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, and to Jay
Silberg, Esquire, Shaw, Pittman, Potts
and Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20037, attorney for the
licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board that the petition and/or request
should be granted based upon a
balancing of the factors specified in 10
CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)–(v) and 2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment dated November 23, 1998,
which is available for public inspection
at the Commission’s Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the
local public document room located at
the Osterhout Free Library, Reference
Department, 71 South Franklin Street,
Wilkes-Barre, PA 18701.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 27th day
of January, 1999.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Victor Nerses,
Senior Project Manager, Project Directorate
I–1, Division of Reactor Projects–I/II, Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 99–2306 Filed 1–29–99; 8:45 am]
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Firstenergy Nuclear Operating
Company (Perry Nuclear Power Plant,
Unit No. 1); Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of 10 CFR Part
50, Appendix A, General Design
Criterion (GDC) 19 to FirstEnergy
Nuclear Operating Company (the
licensee), for the Perry Nuclear Power
Plant, Unit No. 1 (PNPP) located in Lake
County, Ohio.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action

By application dated December 3,
1998, the licensee requested an
exemption from the control room dose
acceptance criterion of 10 CFR part 50,
Appendix A, General Design Criterion
(GDC) 19, ‘‘Control Room.’’ The
proposed action would permit use of a
5 rem total effective dose equivalent
(TEDE) control room dose acceptance
criterion in lieu of ‘‘5 rem whole body,
or its equivalent to any part of the body’’
as currently stated in GDC 19.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The NRC has established control room
dose acceptance criteria in 10 CFR part
50, Appendix A, GDC 19 for all light-
water power reactors. GDC 19 requires,
in part, that, ‘‘Adequate radiation
protection shall be provided to permit
access and occupancy of the control
room under accident conditions without
personnel receiving radiation exposures
in excess of 5 rem whole body, or its
equivalent to any part of the body, for
the duration of the accident.’’

As described in SECY–96–242, ‘‘Use
of the NUREG–1465 Source Term at
Operating Reactors,’’ the staff informed
the Commission of its approach to allow
the use of the revised accident source
term described in NUREG–1465,
‘‘Accident Source Terms for Light-Water
Nuclear Power Plants,’’ at operating
plants. In the SECY paper, the staff
described its plans to review plant
applications implementing this source
term and that the TEDE methodology
would be incorporated in these reviews.
The Commission approved these plans
and directed the staff to commence
rulemaking and requested the use of a
TEDE dose methodology in the
implementation of the revised accident
source term. The TEDE dose guidelines,
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which are needed to support revised
accident source term applications, are
not currently provided in regulations
governing operating reactors.

By letter dated December 3, 1998, the
licensee submitted an exemption
request to the control room dose
acceptance criteria of 10 CFR part 50,
Appendix A, General Design Criterion
(GDC) 19. The exemption request would
permit use of a 5 rem total effective dose
equivalent (TEDE) dose acceptance
criterion in place of the ‘‘5 rem whole
body, or its equivalent to any part of the
body’’ dose acceptance criterion that is
currently specified in GDC 19.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The staff has completed its evaluation
of the proposed action and concludes
that it is acceptable because the staff has
concluded that the TEDE methodology
provides an alternate means of meeting
the current regulatory requirement. The
proposed action will not increase the
probability or consequences of
accidents, no significant changes are
being made in the types of any effluents
that may be released offsite, and there
is no significant increase in the
allowable occupational or public
radiation exposure. The staff has
concluded that there is no significant
radiological environmental impact
associated with the proposed action.

The proposed action does not affect
nonradiological plant effluents and has
no other environmental impact.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant
environmental impacts associated with
the proposed action.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Since the staff has concluded that
there is no significant environmental
impact associated with the proposed
action, any alternatives with equal or
greater environmental impact need not
be evaluated. As an alternative to the
proposed action, the staff considered
denial of the action (no-action
alternative). Denial of the application
would result in no change in current
environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of the proposed
action and the alternative action are
similar.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use
of any resources not previously

considered in the Final Environmental
Statement which was issued August
1982.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

In accordance with its stated policy,
the Ohio State official was contacted
regarding the environmental impact of
the proposed action. The State official
had no comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact

Based upon the environmental
assessment, the staff concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
staff has determined not to prepare an
environmental impact statement for the
proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated December 3, 1998, which is
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document room,
The Gelman Building, 2120 L Street,
NW, Washington, DC, and at the local
public document room located at the
Perry Public Library, 3753 Main Street,
Perry, OH 44081.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th day
of January 1999.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Douglas V. Pickett,
Senior Project Manager, Project Directorate
III–2, Division of Reactor Projects III/IV, Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 99–2307 Filed 1–29–99; 8:45 am]
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Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards Subcommittee Meeting on
Thermal-Hydraulic Phenomena

The ACRS Subcommittee on Thermal-
Hydraulic Phenomena will hold a
meeting on February 23, 1999, Room T–
2B1, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland.

Portions of this meeting will be closed
to public attendance to discuss
Westinghouse proprietary information
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(4).

The agenda for the subject meeting
shall be as follows:
Tuesday, February 23, 1999—8:30 a.m.

until the conclusion of business
The Subcommittee will continue its

review of the application of

Westinghouse Electric Company’s
WCOBRA/TRAC best-estimate large-
break LOCA code to Westinghouse
plants with Upper Plenum Injection
(UPI). The purpose of this meeting is to
gather information, analyze relevant
issues and facts, and to formulate
proposed positions and actions, as
appropriate, for deliberation by the full
Committee.

Oral statements may be presented by
members of the public with the
concurrence of the Subcommittee
Chairman; written statements will be
accepted and made available to the
Committee. Electronic recordings will
be permitted only during those portions
of the meeting that are open to the
public, and questions may be asked only
by members of the Subcommittee, its
consultants, and staff. Persons desiring
to make oral statements should notify
the cognizant ACRS staff engineer
named below five days prior to the
meeting, if possible, so that appropriate
arrangements can be made.

During the initial portion of the
meeting, the Subcommittee, along with
any of its consultants who may be
present, may exchange preliminary
views regarding matters to be
considered during the balance of the
meeting.

The Subcommittee will then hear
presentations by and hold discussions
with representatives of the
Westinghouse Electric Company, the
NRC staff, and other interested persons
regarding this review.

Further information regarding topics
to be discussed, whether the meeting
has been canceled or rescheduled, the
scheduling of sessions which are open
to the public, and the Chairman’s ruling
on requests for the opportunity to
present oral statements and the time
allotted therefor, can be obtained by
contacting the cognizant ACRS staff
engineer, Mr. Paul A. Boehnert
(telephone 301/415–8065) between 7:30
a.m. and 4:15 p.m. (EST). Persons
planning to attend this meeting are
urged to contact the above named
individual one or two working days
prior to the meeting to be advised of any
potential changes to the agenda, etc.,
that may have occurred.

Dated: January 26, 1999.
Sam Duraiswamy,
Chief, Nuclear Reactors Branch.
[FR Doc. 99–2308 Filed 1–29–99; 8:45 am]
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